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DETAILED ACTION 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,4,7-10,12,16,17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being, 
unpatentable over Nagao (6,677,674) in view of Kimura et al (6,078,096) and further in 
view of Kim et al (6,594,818). 

As for claims 1 ,7, the primary reference discloses the claimed COC package in 
fig. 7A where a memory chip (21) is mounted on logic chip (20) and both secured with 
each other with bump bonding means (2). a generic memory wafer having memory units 
separated by scribe lanes. Chips of different storage capacity are then extracted or 
produced from the wafer by combining different number of units similar to what the 
claimed invention does in figure 5 (see the abstract). 

The primary reference discloses the most important portion of the claimed 
structure but could have missed detailing how the memory chips were separated from 
the memory wafer. However, Kimura et al teaches that chips were separated from a 
mother wafer by dicing means. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art to dice the chips in the primary reference from the mother wafer since dicing is 
the most basic and popular way of separating chips with high yield. 

The prior arts disclose most subject matters claimed but may have missed to 
indicate that the memory chips were functionally mutually exclusive. However, Kim et al 
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teaches that mutually exclusive memory chips of different capacity can be extracted 
from unit chips formed in common mother wafer (see abstract). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to separate unit cells in singularity or multiplicity 
based on desired memory capacity since the practice satisfies various memory capacity 
requirement of different memory systems in different devices. 

As for claims 2,10, the chips in the last two patents are similar units. 

As for claims 8,9, the logic circuits supporting the memory chips in the primary 
reference is capable of generating control signals that assign word and data bits that in 
turn change word bits as understood by the examiner but called by the applicant as 
"organization" 

As for claims 4,12, "product by process" claims are directed to the product per 
se, no matter how actually made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also 
In re Brown, 173 USPQ 685 and In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966. Therefore, the way 
the product was made does not carry any patentable weight as long as the claims are 
directed to a device. Further, note that the applicant has the burden of proof in such 
cases, as the above case law makes clear. Also see MPEP 21 13. 

As for claim 16, the primary art is a SiP (System in Package) device because it 
packages two different chips in integration. 

As for claim 17, figure 2 of the primary reference shows that the COC structure is 
well packaged and the chips covered with encapsulant material and a container that 
contains the overall system. 

Claims 5,6,13,14,15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Nagao (6,677,674) in view of Kimura et al (6,078,096) and further in view of Kim et 

al (6,594,81 8) and further in view of Majima (4,408,875). 

As for claims 5,13, although the shape of memory chips and length are known to 
be variable in the art and the specification indicates the arbitrary nature of the chosen 
size (see page 22, 18-20), the prior arts are silent on their chip shapes and length. 
However, Majima discloses a square memory chip having an area of 10 mm**2 (see 
column 2, 5-15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to form 
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the claimed memory shape because they tend to be simpler for projector-type exposure 
processing and the selected length because high-precision exposure has limitations as 
chip sizes go smaller and smaller. 

As for claims 6,14, dicing line width is inversely proportional to yield. It is a known 

function of the target number of chips yielded from a given wafer. Therefore, it is known 

to be variable in the art. The claimed width by itself is not patentable unless criticality is 

an issue. In this case, the specification contains no disclosure of either the critical 

nature of the claimed arrangement or any unexpected results arising therefrom. Where 

patentability is said to be based upon particular chosen dimensions or upon another 

variable recited in a claim, the applicant must show that the chosen dimensions are 

critical. In re Woodruff, 919 F.2d 1575, 1578, 16 USPQ2d 1934, 1936 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

In fact, in pages 22 and 23, the width seems to have been picked arbitrarily and no 

teaching exists of its critical nature (see the last paragraph of page 23). 

Claims 3 and 1 1 have been objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 

base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 

limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Fetsum Abraham whose telephone number is: 571-272- 

191 1 . The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 18:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervis/r, Nathan J Flynn can be reached on 571-272-1915. 
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